Appendix F - Conservation Action Workshop Summaries

Integrating Wildlife Conservation into Local Land-Use Decisions
May 25 and 26, 2005

Note: The jb]]owing summary qf the results gp this workshop reﬂects the collective discussion and
general conclusions cf the workshop participants and does not necessarily rgﬂect the views cf the

Department of Fish and Game, the Wildlife Diversity Project at UC Davis, or any individual participant.

The Issue

Land-use decisions made at the county and municipal levels define the landscape. Without
specific policies, regulations, or plans, land-use decisions are often reactive in response to
a developer’s plans for residential or commercial development. The need for housing, tax
revenues that come from commercial development, the desire for recreation and open space,
and necessary infrastructure are just some of the pressures on California’s lands as its popu-
lation continues to grow. Short-term, reactive land-use decisions lead to unnecessary loss of

California’s wildlife resources.

Current Situation

Wildlife conservation is generally not considered in local land-use decisions, and the state
lacks policies, funding, or standards for integrating wildlife conservation into local and
regional actions. The issues in integrating wildlife conservation into local land-use decisions
are planning; regulations and incentives; funding and infrastructure; leadership; and public
awareness and support. The overarching context for these issues is the economic pressures
confronting local governments. These pressures encourage new commercial development

that generates tax revenue for basic public services.

Project-by-project development review does not conserve wildlife.

Local land-use planning is typically done at a project level. But wildlife conservation on a

project-by-project basis is not effective; it must be addressed on a broader, landscape scale.

The lack of an integrated planning approach among state, regional, county, and local enti-
ties works against a viable wildlife conservation strategy. Moreover, wildlife conservation
is not integrated with planning for transportation, floodplain management, and agricultural

conversion.

Wildlife conservation has largely had a species-specific, reactive approach, focusing on
threatened and endangered species or on a habitat “hot spot,” rather than a proactive focus

on regional landscapes and ecosystems.

435



Ca]y’bmia’s Wﬂd]y‘é: Conservation Challenges

Local land-use decision-makers are not likely to consider wildlife conservation unless they

have given the issue consideration in a comprehensive planning process or are required to do

so through CEQA.

There are not adequate regulatory requirements or incentives to facilitate
integrating Wildlg'fe conservation into local land-use decisions.

Statewide policies do not require local agencies to plan for conserving wildlife. Incentives
might include local grants, streamlined regulatory processes for addressing wildlife impacts,
or flexibility in projects with tools like mitigation banking or the transfer of development

rights.

Flexibility is important, whether in regulatory requirements or incentives, to allow for
differences between rural and urban landscapes and different situations throughout the state.
There is also recognition that existing processes and regulations are obstacles to wildlife
conservation; e.g., development ordinances that make it difficult or impossible to build in an

environmentally sensitive manner.

Local jurisdictions need either a “carrot” or a “stick” to integrate wildlife conservation
into land-use decisions. If they are required to plan for and address wildlife, funding will be

necessary.

Local governments generally lack the resources in funds, staff time, data, and information

to protect wildlife at the local level.

Funding and attention to green infrastructure (open space, greenways) is inadequate.
There is a lack of funding and capacity for integrated, long-term planning, for habitat acqui-

sition, or for wildlife conservation operations and management.

What opportunities there are for funding are limited by a very competitive environment;
if competing with health and human services or with housing needs, wildlife will be at the
end of the line. If funding does become available, it is typically on a one-time basis or tied to

capital investments. There is a lack of dependable funding available over a period of time.

There is a sense that existing data are not sufficient to inform local decision-making.
Moreover, there are no state or regional priorities or standards for addressing wildlife con-

servation on a broader scale.

Leadership at the local level is key to integrating wildlife conservation into local land-use

decisions.

Leadership is about local decision-makers and elected officials having a long-term, pro-

active vision. It is about choosing long-term quality of life over short-term economic gains. It
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is about demanding and ﬁnancing research and planning to guide growth and development.
Leadership is also about seeing the opportunities and benefits of planning integration and of
working across geopolitical boundaries and across agencies. It is seeing the big picture and

considering long-term issues.

Elected officials and planning committees are limited by their terms of office and by the
nature of the job. They are expected to be experts in everything from waste management to
budgets to conservation. They are limited by the pressures of balancing diverse and compet-
ing interests. Administrators are limited by institutional inertia and bureaucratic systems
that fragment projects and are obstacles to systemic, integrated approaches. And in the
absence of guidance for planning, regulation, or policy, they are limited in their ability to

impose direction.

The level of public awareness, understanding and support regarding wildlife conservation

affects decisions of local elected officials and administrators.

Communities and individuals need to be engaged at all levels to facilitate new approaches
to local land use and to bring about individual behavior change. There is considered to be a
general lack of knowledge or passion for integrating conservation into local land-use deci-
sions; wildlife conservation is not included in most people’s definition of quality of life. And
while people may know about biodiversity, endangered species, or specific species, they
are less aware of the relationship between wildlife conservation and land use. But without
citizen outcry, a long-term vision for wildlife conservation will be neglected, and wildlife

will be overlooked.

Needs Identiﬁed

Improve conservation planning for wildlife.
* Mandate and fund (or provide incentives for) integrated conservation planning and
implementation (like the NCCP) or through the county General Plan process.

* Develop and provide the scientific data and information to the planners and decision-

makers.

* Create a biological framework, standards, and priorities for wildlife planning and

conservation.

* Create, implement, and fund statewide policies for integrating wildlife conservation into

local land-use planning.
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Strengthen state and local leadership for conservation planning.

* Define responsibilities at state and local levels for wildlife conservation, and expand Fish

and Game’s capacity to assist local governments with conservation planning.

* Coordinate wildlife conservation across state agencies.

* Encourage, support, and provide examples of long-term planning, and provide examples
of the economic and quality-of-life benefits of wildlife conservation.

Generate public support.

* Provide incentives for private landowners to undertake wildlife conservation.
* Encourage market-based approaches to land stewardship.

* Increase awareness about landscape-scale wildlife conservation.
Ensure adequate funding.

* Secure more program funding for conservation and for operations and maintenance.

(See Chapter 4, Strengthening California’s Conservation Capabilities, page 39.)

* Integrate wildlife conservation into development funding for transportation and other

infrastructure.

Workshop Participants ( Davis)

Baborn, Shannon, Sierra Nevada Alliance

Beale, Chris, Resources Law Group

Britting, Susan, Sierra Nevada Forest Protection Campaign
Burke, Steve, Protect Our Water

Caves, Joe, Conservation Strategy Group

Clark, Loren, Placer County Planning Dept

Delfino, Kim, Defenders of Wildlife

Geyer, Bill, Resource Land Owners Coalition

Hopkins, John, Institute for Ecological Health

Hoshovsky, Marc, Department of Fish and Game

Johnson, Steve, The Nature Conservancy

Johnston, Bob, UC Davis, Dept. of Environmental Science and Policy
Karr, Gerald, Napa-Solano Audubon Society

Kelsey, Deidre, Merced County Board of Supervisors

Lee, Chris, Solano County Water Agency
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Levin, Julia, Audubon California

Martini-Lamb, Jessica, Sonoma County Water Agency
McCaull, John, Law Offices of John McCaull

Meral, Gerry, National Wildlife Federation

Miller, Lydia, San Joaquin Raptor/ Wildlife Rescue Center
Misczynski, Dean, California Research Bureau
Mullins, Dennis, Tejon Ranch

Presley, Gail, Department of Fish and Game
Scarborough, Karen, California Resources Agency
Vink, Erik, Trust for Public Land

Wilkerson, Cynthia, Defenders of Wildlife

Wong, Maria, Yolo Habitat

Yeates, Bill, Law Office of J. William Yeates

Workshop Participants (Riverside)

Beck, Michael, Endangered Habitats League

Birkeland, James, Natural Resources Defense Council
Boaz, Trish, County of San Diego

Bunn, David, UC Davis

Drongesen, Jeff, Department of Fish and Game
Friedman-Johnson, Leslie, Conservation Strategy Group
LaMar, Steve, Legisight, LLC

Oberbauer, Tom, County of San Diego

Preston, Kristine, Center for Conservation Biology, UC Riverside

Rempel, Ron, Western Riverside County Regional Conservation Center

Scott, Tom, University of California

Silver, Dan, Endangered Habitats League
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